In this paper I discuss the properties of tense as a grammatical feature, understood as a set of values and the methods of their realization on linguistic elements. I outline the criteria for recognizing various featural dependencies: agreement, government, and different types of multirepresentation of a feature value in a domain. I examine more closely three instances of tense-aspect-mood-polarity (TAMP) marking which have been put forward as candidates for agreement in tense: multirepresentation of TAMP in a verbal group/complex; multirepresentation of TAMP among elements bearing verbalizing case in Kayardild; and the modal cases of Kayardild which participate in TAMP marking. I argue that none of these arise as a result of syntactic agreement or government, but are due to the choice of a particular (semantic) value of TAMP for the clause. Hence, all these known instances of tense are morphosemantic, rather than morphosyntactic: syntax is not sensitive to the tense value of the verb.
Introduction
The expression of location of an event in time can be achieved linguistically in many different ways ranging from purely lexical to grammatical (for an overview see, for example, Comrie 1985) . However, in order to be regarded as tense, the expression of location in time has to be integrated into the grammatical system of the language. Grammatical expressions of tense values frequently combine tense meanings with aspectual, modal, and polarity meanings (hence, TAMP), and they can be synthetic (realized by a single form) or periphrastic (realized by multiple free forms).
into which forms of that lexeme may be inserted in syntactic structure. 3 On this view, periphrastic realization of a tense value corresponds to one cell of a content-paradigm, and although the modelling of periphrastic TAMP poses challenges for most syntactic frameworks, I do not discuss this issue further in this paper. Instead, I focus on the synthetic expressions of TAMP distinctions and ask whether affixal tense is justifiably referred to as a 'morphosyntactic' feature. 4 This paper draws from a project on Grammatical Features, undertaken in the Surrey Morphology Group (see http://www.features.surrey.ac.uk), 5 whose main aim was to bring together typological research on the content of features with formal work on their behaviour. One of the objectives was to produce an inventory of morphosyntactic features -that is, a catalogue of features (grammatical categories) which are realized through inflectional morphology and which are relevant to syntactic operations. Tense and aspect proved to be very challenging features to analyse. On the basis of significant data from an extreme case-stacking languageKayardild (Australian, Tangkic) -tense and aspect had been put forward as candidates for agreement features. However, after having established the criteria for recognizing different types of featural dependencies in a domain (i.e. agreement, government, and different types of multirepresentation of a feature value; see below, and also Kibort 2010 for more detail), I concluded that affixal tense and aspect should not be regarded as morphosyntactic features, but morphosemantic features.
The present paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, I give a brief overview of the relevant work on feature types; in Section 3, I outline the typology of feature realizations which serves as the basis for distinguishing morphosyntactic and morphosemantic features; in Section 4, I discuss the issue of the multirepresentation of a feature value in a domain; in Section 5, I offer a heuristic for establishing whether a grammatical feature is involved in agreement or government; and finally, in Section 6, I examine more closely three instances of TAMP marking that have been put forward as candidates for agreement (or possibly even government) in tense: the multirepresentation of TAMP in serial verbs, TAMP marking on elements other than syntactic verbs, and the modal cases of Kayardild which participate in TAMP marking.
I conclude that these problematic instances of tense marking are not due to agreement or government, but rather result from the multiple marking of a TAMP value within a unit for which the TAMP value has been selected for semantic reasons. Hence, I classify affixal tense as a morphosemantic feature operating at the interface of morphology and semantics (that is, not involving syntax), rather than a morphosyntactic feature expressing semantic functions and operating at the interface of morphology and syntax.
3 This is the briefest, and simplified, introduction to the inferential-realizational theories of morphology. For detailed discussion of morphological and syntactic paradigms, see in particular Stump ( ), (2002 Stump ( ), and (2006 . 4 Furthermore, this paper does not deal with the uses and interpretations of tense markers, or the temporal structure and interpretation of continuous discourse. Hence, I do not examine the temporal representation of events in interclausal relationships, but limit the discussion to morphological tense marking in clauses expressing single events. 5 The Grammatical Features project was funded by an ESRC grant RES-051-27-0122, and this paper was contributed while I was supported by a British Academy Postdoctoral Fellowship. Both grants are gratefully acknowledged.
Relevance of an inflectional feature value to syntax
Tense is often assumed to be and is frequently referred to as a 'morphosyntactic category' or 'morphosyntactic feature'. As summarized in Mithun (1999: 23) , tense is "one of the most frequently cited examples of a prototypical inflectional category", seen as having "relevance to syntax". However, as Mithun also points out, the definition of syntactic relevance depends on the particular view of syntax that is assumed. The following subsections give an overview of relevant previous work on feature types from which I draw insights for the typology of feature realizations presented in section 3, and for the proposed distinction between morphosyntactic and morphosemantic features.
Inherent versus contextual features
The inherent versus contextual distinction was first proposed in the description of inflection. Anderson (1992: 82-83 ) distinguishes four types of inflection:
(a) Configurational -assigned on the basis of the larger syntactic structure within which a word appears; e.g. case. (b) Agreement -assigned to words by reference to the value on a particular 'paradigmatic dimension' of some other item within the same syntactic structure; e.g. agreement in person and number on English verbs. (c) Phrasal -assigned to larger constituents within a structure (typically, maximal projections -full phrases), but which may be realized on individual words that constitute only part of those structures; e.g. genitive case on English noun phrases (the king of England's crown), tense on verbs. (d) Inherent -lexical characteristics of individual words that must be accessible to syntactic principles of agreement, etc., in order for these to operate correctly; e.g. gender on Latin nouns. Following from Anderson's work, Booij (1994; 1996) distinguishes just two types of inflection:
(a) Contextual -dictated by syntax; e.g. number agreement on Dutch verbs. (b) Inherent -not required by the syntactic context, although it may have syntactic relevance; e.g. number on Dutch nouns, tense on verbs.
It is important to note, as pointed out by Corbett (2006: 123) , that this is not an absolute classification, but a classification of inflection relative to particular lexical categories (noun, verb, and so on). The key insight is that the criterion for the distinction is whether or not the particular inflectional feature on the particular lexical category is "determined by syntactic structure" (Booij 1994: 30) . Corbett (2006: 123) suggests that Booij's distinction can be applied to features in general; specifically, that it can be viewed as concerning "the feature in relation to where it is realized". Thus, a contextual feature can be defined by being dictated by syntax, while an inherent feature can be defined by not being required by the syntactic context (for the particular item), although it may have syntactic relevance. I take up this important distinction in my proposal of the typology of feature realizations in Section 3.
Direct versus indirect features
The distinction between direct and indirect features has been offered by Zwicky (1992) and it bears some similarity to the inherent versus contextual distinction; the similarity is particularly evident in Zwicky's earlier (1986) distinction between "imposed versus inherent feature specifications".
Direct features "express intrinsic content" and "are associated directly with prototypical, or default, semantics" (Zwicky 1992: 378) . Examples are: numberexpressing numerosity; gender -associated with a variety of classifications of objects; person -expressing reference to participants in the speech act; tense -expressing times; etc.
Indirect features "mark syntactic relationships" and "are not so directly meaningful; [t] hey are 'relational' and/or 'configurational' instead, and express meanings via the mediation of other grammatical constructs (in particular, grammatical relations)" (Zwicky 1992: 378) . Examples given by Zwicky include: nominal features such as case (e.g. the nominative is associated by default with the grammatical relation of the subject) and declension, and verbal features of finiteness and dependence.
Zwicky's outline of the typology of features comes in the context of his discussion of agreement and government. He observes that in German, determiners, quantifiers or classifiers taking nominal complements "govern NP features of 'declension', but they do not of course share these features with their complements." He hypothesizes a generalization that government and agreement cannot be 'reciprocal': "If X governs an indirect feature on Y, then X does not agree with Y with respect to this feature" (Zwicky 1992: 378) .
In my further discussion of the typology of feature realizations, I appeal to the distinction between agreement and government (see below, and Section 3) and concur with Zwicky's insight: a governor cannot agree with its governee with respect to the feature specification it requires of the governee (except coincidentally). Indeed, the observation that a governor does not bear the relevant feature specification, while a controller of agreement does, enables us to distinguish government from agreement in principle.
Agreement and government
Following from Booij's work (1994; 1996) , it has been proposed that for a grammatical feature to be 'relevant to syntax' means that it is involved in either syntactic agreement or government (Corbett 2010; Kibort 2010; also Corbett 2006: 122 regarding agreement) .
Both agreement and government are syntactic mechanisms that demand the realization of a feature value on an element in a domain. They are traditionally distinguished by the fact that under agreement "two or more words or phrases are 'inflected' for the same category (e.g. number or person), whereas under government the principal and the dependent member of a syntactic construction do not both exhibit the same category: instead the dependent member is determined with respect to the relevant category (e.g. case) by the principal member" (Lyons 1968: 241) . Therefore, agreement can be seen as 'displaced information' -where one element carries the grammatical meaning relevant to another; while government can be seen as a 'brand mark' -here an element requires that another element carries grammatical meaning relevant to the relationship between them.
Based on the distinctions drawn so far, in Section 5 I offer a heuristic for establishing whether a grammatical feature is involved in agreement or government, and hence whether it can be classified as morphosyntactic.
A typology of feature realizations
Once we have established that a particular element is morphologically realizing a particular value of tense or TAMP in the given language, we are in a position to find out whether the value of tense or TAMP on this element is syntactically determinedthat is, whether it is determined through agreement or government.
A systematic comparison of the different methods by which feature values can be realized on elements yields the catalogue of possible feature realizations (see Kibort 2010 for detailed discussion) given in Figure 1 . (a) a contextually realized feature value determined through government -a 'structural' case on a noun or noun phrase; (b) a contextually realized feature value determined through agreement -a gender or number value on an adjective or verb; (c) an inherently realized feature value, selected from a range of values, and based on semantic criteria -a gender value on a multi-gender noun such as the English baby; (d) an inherently realized feature value, selected from a range of values, and based on formal criteria -the singular number value selected on the basis of the form of a committee-type noun (as in: the committee has decided; the other possibility for this type of noun is the selection of the plural number value based on semantic criteria, as in (c): the committee have decided); (e) an inherently realized feature value which is lexically supplied (i.e. fixed) to the element, based on semantic criteria -the masculine gender value on single-gender nouns such the Polish mężczyzna 'man', or poeta 'poet', which have a feminine form but masculine meaning, and which consistently trigger masculine agreement; Finally, however, note that the semantic and formal criteria for the realization of a feature value on an element may coincide -for example, Mary is formally singular and denotes a singular referent, and the Polish kobieta 'woman' has both a feminine form and feminine meaning. Therefore, the distinction between the formal and the semantic basis for the realization of a feature value can be considered an optional subclassification within the catalogue of feature realization types. The distinction which is of relevance to the present discussion of affixal tense is that between inherent and contextual realization. Some grammatical categories in a language can certainly be realized in both of these ways (on different elements). For example, while the value of number is realized inherently on English nouns, most English verbs carry a value of number which is realized contextually through agreement; hence, in Mary runs the verb does not express one instance of running, but instead the syntactic rule of agreement requires that the predicate agrees in number with its singular subject.
I propose that while comparing features as such -gender, number, person, case, tense, aspect, and others -we can distinguish between features which are relevant to syntax (morphosyntactic features), and those which are not (morphosemantic features, and purely morphological features), on the basis of the realization options available to their values. A morphosyntactic feature can be accessed in the domain of syntax, hence at least some of its values must be determined through agreement or government -an example is the feature of number in English. A morphosemantic feature is not relevant to syntax -that is, its values do not participate in agreement or government -I argue in this paper that affixal tense is of this type. Finally, a purely morphological feature is independent of syntactic context and additionally its values do not co-vary with semantic functions. An example of a morphological feature is inflectional class -its value may be fixed for a given element, and it may be either arbitrary or predictable from phonological and/or semantic correlations; there may also be instances of free formal variation between the values of a morphological feature (see e.g. Corbett & Baerman 2006) . Morphological features will not be discussed further in this paper, but they are included in Figure 2 since they complete the typology of features deriving from the comparison of the realization options available to inflectionally expressed grammatical categories.
The realization options available to the three types of grammatical feature are captured in Figure 2 with a dotted, dashed, and solid line, respectively: In a given language, we recognize the feature as morphosyntactic if its values are involved in either agreement or government for any set of elements, and as morphosemantic if it is inherent only, that is, there are no elements for which it is contextual. Additionally, at least some values of a morphosemantic feature have to co-vary with semantic functions.
Multirepresentation of a feature value
Since agreement is characterised by 'feature matching' between the controller and its target, in canonical instances this results in the same feature value occurring more than once in a domain such as a phrase or a clause (or even beyond the clause, if anaphoric agreement of pronouns with their antecedents is included). Furthermore, we find that a controller may control agreement in a particular feature over a set of targets in the clause (and beyond). The Agreement Hierarchy (Corbett 1979; 2006: 206-237) , which refers to the possible domains of agreement (i.e. the controller together with its targets: attributive elements, predicates, relative pronouns, and personal pronouns), captures the set of constraints on options available for agreement.
However, the agreement of a target, or targets, with a controller is not the only reason for the multirepresentation of a feature value in a domain. We find noncoincidental, systematic multirepresentation of a particular feature value in various domains such as a syntactic phrase or a clause, but also a verbal complex, or even some types of semantic unit which can be referred to as an 'informational unit' -in Kayardild discussed later in this paper (Section 6), certain suffixes are found on all words over which they have either syntactic or semantic scope (Evans 1995:103) .
I propose that such systematic multirepresentation may be due to either contextual or inherent realization of a feature value distributively over the syntactic or semantic unit. With government, we find that an element typically governs a unit consisting of one or more elements. The most familiar example of government of a feature over a unit is the assignment of (structural) case to (the elements within) a noun phrase. When a noun and its adjectival modifier are in the same case, it is because the case value is imposed on both simultaneously. 6 We also find that a feature value may be selected for a constituent or an 'informational unit' on the basis of a semantic choice for the unit. The options for the realization of a feature value selected for a phrase or a clause appear to be: on the syntactic head of the phrase; at the edge of the phrase; or distributive realization of the value on all elements of the phrase. Assuming that the same options are available for the realization of a feature value for any type of unit, whether syntactic or semantic, the last option results in the same value of a morphosemantic feature appearing simultaneously on several elements which are members of the unit. The requirement, or rule, that determines which elements have to bear particular inflections may be found in the lexicon in the form of a generalization over relevant parts of speech or a subclass within a part of speech. The clearest examples of a feature value selected for a constituent or a semantic unit are: semantic case imposed on a noun phrase, or a verbal feature imposed on (the elements making up) a verbal complex.
Note that in some instances of the multirepresentation of the same feature value it may be difficult to identify whether the value is indeed realized distributively over the unit, or whether the decision to realize a particular feature value on a member of the unit is made at each element individually and the same feature value is selected for the same semantic or pragmatic reason. An example of the latter might be the marking of respect in some languages, where it can be argued that each of the multiply occurring honorifics is determined individually on pragmatic grounds, and if they are the same, it is because they are being used in the same pragmatic circumstances (see Corbett 2006: 137) . 
Identifying the realization method of a feature value on an element
On the basis of the featural dependencies identified in Sections 3 and 4, I have constructed a decision tree which constitutes a heuristic for identifying the method by which a feature value has been realized on an element (see Kibort 2010 for a different presentation of the same decision tree). Questions 1-3 in the tree are relevant to morphology only, and even though the answers in some instances may have some semantic basis, they are not determined by semantic or syntactic choice. Questions 4-5 are relevant to semantics in that the answers to them depend on semantic (or pragmatic) choice. Finally, question 6 is relevant to syntax, and both answers invoke a syntactic rule.
Is the element capable of realizing the feature under consideration? -No. The feature under consideration is not relevant to this part of speech, this subclass of this part of speech, or this individual lexical item. -Yes. (Move to QUESTION 2). 6 This follows from the view of syntax which is based on the notion of constituency rather than dependency (see Corbett 2006: 133-135 for discussion). 7 Additionally, when some information (not a feature value) is selected for a clause and has to be repeated somewhere else in the clause, such multirepresentation of information can be termed 'concord' (Corbett 2006: 29) . Clausal negation is often found expressed in this way. Arguably, this phenomenon does not qualify to be a feature because the 'positive' polarity is not information that can be assigned to a value -it is, rather, simply lack of information. QUESTION 2: Does the feature value need specifying for this element? -No. It is already specified: the element comes with a lexically specified value (e.g. a fixed gender value on a noun). -Yes. (Move to QUESTION 3).
QUESTION 3: Does the feature value need to be specified for this element on the basis of either semantics or syntax? -No. The element needs to have the/some value specified, but there is no semantic or syntactic requirement imposing it, so a default value is used (e.g. nominative case on a noun used for citation). -Yes. (Move to QUESTION 4).
QUESTION 4: Is the value selected for the whole informational unit of which this element is a part? -No. The value is specified for the individual element (e.g. a number value for a noun). I refer to this realization outcome as outcome or strategy [A]. In this outcome, simultaneous realization of a feature value on multiple elements is due to coinciding individual semantics. If truly the same semantic choice is made at each element in the domain individually, it belongs here (e.g., possibly, the marking of the same value of respect on different elements in the same pragmatic circumstances). QUESTION 6: Does the dictating element (normally) have the feature value that it dictates? -No. The feature value is specified for the unit (including the element) through government over the unit (e.g. case over a noun phrase). The unit may consist of only one element. If there are more elements, they are featurally independent of one another, that is, their feature specification does not depend on the feature specification of other elements in the unit. There is a governor element somewhere else in the domain which dictates the value to the unit. I refer to this realization outcome as [C]. Here, simultaneous realization of a feature value on multiple elements is due to government imposed by the governor over the unit of government (e.g. government of case over a noun phrase).
-Yes. The feature value is specified for the unit (that is, a set of targets, including the element) through agreement. The set may consist of only one element. If there are more elements, they are featurally independent of one another, that is, their feature specification does not depend on the feature specification of other elements in the set. There is a controller element somewhere else in the domain which dictates the value to the set (note also that the domain of agreement may be larger than a clause -for pronouns). I refer to this strategy outcome as [D]. Here, simultaneous realization of a feature value on multiple elements is due to agreement imposed by the controller over the set of targets ("multiple targets are the same as each other", Corbett 2006: 8).
In the next section, I examine three instances of TAMP marking that have been put forward as candidates for agreement in tense, and argue that they are instead dictated by semantic choice. Therefore, they are instances of realization outcome [B] 
A case study: TAMP in Kayardild
The three phenomena which are the focus of this section are: (i) multirepresentation of TAMP in a verbal group/complex, discussed below in 6.1; (ii) multirepresentation of TAMP among elements bearing a particular case value -specifically, bearing the so-called verbalizing case -discussed below in 6.2; and (iii) multiply represented case-like affixes called modal cases that participate in the expression of TAMP meanings, discussed below in 6.3. All three phenomena are found in Kayardild (Australian, Tangkic; Evans 1995), while the first phenomenon is also common in other languages with serial verb constructions (e.g. Oceanic). The following discussion of TAMP marking is distilled from a larger body of work on the typology of grammatical features, Kibort (2010) , in which I reanalyse all Kayardild phenomena that have been considered candidates for agreement.
Kayardild presents an extreme example of stacking case-like suffixes emanating from different syntactic levels. Most of these suffixes occur multiply in the clause, lending themselves to be considered agreement phenomena (see Evans 2003) . Nominals in Kayardild take up to four case-like suffixes, in the following order, with the last two types of suffix being mutually exclusive (Evans 1995: 101): (1) stem + adnominal + relational + modal + associating/complementizing
Here is an illustrative example from Evans (2003: 212) , where the noun 'brother' carries four suffixes:
(2) ngada kurri-ja, dangka-ntha burldi-jarra-ntha 1SG.NOM see-ACT man-C.OBL hit-PST-C.OBL
yarbuth-inaa-ntha thabuju-karra-nguni-naa-ntha bird-M.ABL-C.OBL brother-GEN-INS-M.ABL-C.OBL

wangal-nguni-naa-nth boomerang-INS-M.ABL-C.OBL
'I saw that the man had hit the bird with (my) brother's boomerang.'
Each of the functional domains listed in (1) uses a subset of the common set of case suffixes, and the functions of the suffixes can be defined roughly as follows (Evans 1995: 102- PRIV -relate a core argument to the verb or an oblique argument to the clause; (c) modal cases -LOC, ABL, PROP, OBL, ALL -express the tense/mood/aspect of the clause; (d) associating case -OBL 9 -links a nominal phrase with a nominalized verb; (e) complementizing cases -LOC, OBL -indicate that the clause is an argument of the matrix clause.
Furthermore, there is also a NOM suffix, which is "an 'elsewhere case', in equipollent opposition to all other cases: it appears only where no relational, modal, associating or complementizing case is assigned" (Evans 1995: 102) . Additionally, partly in parallel and partly complementary to the case system outlined above, there are also the so-called verbalizing cases (dative, allative, translative, evitative, donative, and purposive) which express non-core thematic relations which are interpreted as being in a 'dynamic' relationship to the verb, for example involving change over time (e.g. change of location, change of possession) (Evans 1995: 182) . 10 The verbalizing case is exemplified below in Section 6.2. Evans (1995: 103) summarizes the principles of the distribution of case marking in Kayardild in the following way:
In general case suffixes appear on all words over which they have semantic or syntactic scope [emphasis mine -A.K.]. Adnominal and relational cases are marked over entire NPs, and complementizing case over all words in a clause, including the verb [fn. 11: Particles and conjunctions, and pronominal subjects under certain conditions, are excepted (...)]. The distribution of modal case is basically all NPs except the subject and some NPs linked to it semantically or syntactically; associating case has a slightly larger domain. Among the different types of case-like marking in Kayardild, three types correspond the most closely to familiar types of cases: relational cases, adnominal cases, and verbalizing cases. All of these are obligatorily marked on all elements of the relevant noun phrases, and when two different cases are assigned to one element, they are stacked. Therefore, we have examples such as (Evans 2003: 207) : 8 The cases which are in brackets are unclear: the LOCative may only be used adnominally if no other case suffix follows; and the three relational cases in brackets could be treated as either adnominal or relational (Evans 1995: 102; and 1995: Chapter 4) . 9 Since the associating and complementizing functions are mutually exclusive, the associating oblique appears to be in fact an additional function of the oblique case value which belongs to the set of two values -oblique and locative -which participate in the complementizing function. 10 In the (1995) grammar Evans used the term 'verbal case', but in the (2003) paper he changed it to 'verbalizing case', in order to prevent a possible misconstrual of this type of case as a 'case marked on verbs', and to emphasize the fact that this 'case' also changes the word class (i.e. part of speech membership) of its host (Evans 2003: 214, fn. 13 Kibort 2010 for details), the former can be seen as a type of semantic case assigned to a noun phrase for semantic reasons (category [B] ), and the latter -a type of case governed by the nominalized verb over the nominal phrase it heads (category [C] ). This leaves us with Kayardild modal case to account for in more detail, which will be done in section 6.3 below.
Multirepresentation of TAMP in a verbal group/complex
I begin the examination of multiple TAMP marking with the most familiar phenomenon, namely the multirepresentation of TAMP in a verbal group or verbal complex. It is found in a Kayardild construction which involves a sequence of serialized verbs consisting of an obligatory main verb plus up to two further verbs functioning as markers of associated motion, adverbial quantification and aspect. They appear in a fixed order in a single intonational group, and the meaning of the group may be non-compositional. In Kayardild, all verbs in a verbal group take identical values for TAMP, as in the following example (Evans 2003: 223, also cited and discussed in Corbett 2006: 140) , where the two verbs of the verbal group match in tense:
(4) niya kuujuu-jarra thaa-tharr 3SG.NOM swim-PST return-PST 'He went off for a swim.'
Note that the verb thaa-tha 'return' here means 'go off and V' rather than 'V and return', therefore (4) could be uttered in a situation when someone has gone off for a swim and not necessarily returned from the swimming yet. Evans emphasizes that the past tense "is used because of a rule that all words in a verbal group must agree in TAMP, not because it is independently locating 'returning' in the past " (2003: 223-224 As suggested by Corbett (2006: 140) , in examples such as (4)- (6) (4)- (6), is better treated as an instance of simultaneous marking of the TAMP value within the verbal group, rather than an instance of agreement of non-head verbs in TAMP with the head verb. This is consistent with the widely accepted view that TAMP inflection is a clausal rather than a lexical category (see, for example, Lyons 1968). Anderson (1992: 83) clarifies that tense and aspect are "properties of clauses"; they are "assigned to larger constituents within a structure (...) but may be realized on individual words that constitute only part of those structures". Similarly, Booij (1994: 30) concurs that tense has scope over a whole clause. I argue that a particular value of TAMP can be seen as being selected for the clause following a semantic choice. Hence, I propose that this phenomenon falls in category [B]. The multirepresentation of TAMP inflection in Kayardild and other languages is due to the requirement that in such languages TAMP has to be marked on all elements of the verbal complex, that is on the main verb together with other verbs in the verbal group. Evans (2003: 223) points out that example (4) demonstrates that in some constructions with serial verbs in Kayardild "one cannot derive the choice of TAMP inflection on certain non-head verbs directly from the clausal semantics". Evans attributes this choice to direct agreement with the head verb, but at the same time remarks that the multirepresentation of TAMP in this phenomenon is characterised by informational equivalence -i.e. the same feature value is represented on all elements involved in the featural dependency; and lack of directionality -i.e. the grounds for distinguishing the element that dictates the information are, in fact, weak (cf. Evans 2003: 217 fn. 15; 218, 220) . In my view, the choice of TAMP inflection on non-head verbs in Kayardild finds an adequate explanation when TAMP is analysed as a clausal not lexical category; furthermore, the possibility of multiple marking of nominalization in a verbal group (which will be illustrated in the next section, in Example (9)) suggests that the phenomenon is not agreement, because nominalization could hardly be regarded as a feature of agreement.
Finally, recall Evans's point mentioned at the beginning of this section that the meaning of the verbal group in Example (4) is non-compositional. The distinction between compositionality and non-compositionality of a verbal group whose elements all bear the same feature value might be expressed as the difference between realization outcomes [A] and [B] , respectively. That is, instances of simultaneous marking of a feature value on more than one element which can be justified individually at each element may fall in category [A] , while instances of simultaneous marking of a feature value on more than one element which cannot be justified individually but can only result from the semantic choice of the value for the whole informational or phrasal unit may fall in category [B] .
Multirepresentation of TAMP among elements bearing verbalizing case
The multiple marking of elements with verbalizing case in Kayardild was already mentioned briefly at the beginning of Section 6. Verbalizing cases express a range of case-like meanings such as beneficiary, direction of motion, purpose, and so on (Evans 1995: 89) , and I suggested that they were best analysed as either instances of government of case over a noun phrase, or instances of a choice of a semantic case value for a noun phrase. In this section I discuss a different aspect of the phenomenon of verbalizing case in Kayardild, namely the simultaneous marking of the TAMP category on all elements bearing verbalizing case.
Verbalizing cases are the other type of suffix in Kayardild (the first one being the nominalizing suffix) which changes morphological word class of the element without changing its syntactic word class. Verbalizing cases attach to each member of the relevant noun phrase, thereby turning each element into a morphological verb. Elements bearing verbalizing case then take the full set of TAMP inflections identical to those found on verbs. The following examples, (7)- (9), illustrate clauses with a beneficiary noun phrase marked for verbalizing dative (glossed V.DAT) (Evans 2003 Elements bearing verbalizing case can also take the middle derivational morpheme used in passives and reflexives, and can undergo resultative nominalization, or nominalization using the regular nominalizing suffix -as illustrated in (9):
'I am singing a song for my brother.'
With these suffixes, the verbalized elements are morphologically indistinguishable from verbs, though they continue to occupy their original structural (syntactic) positions (in terms of the ordering within noun phrases) (Evans 2003: 214) . Multirepresentation of the TAMP inflection in clauses with verbalizing case in Kayardild has been regarded as a strong contender for agreement in TAMP (Evans 2003: 214-215; 222-223) : it may be hypothesized that the noun denoting the beneficiary is assigned its verbalizing dative case through government by the main verb, and then fulfil the requirement of agreeing with the main verb in the categories of TAMP. However, arguing against this analysis Evans (2003: 223) points out that the phenomenon "lacks directionality" (understood, again, with reference to the status of the elements bearing the TAMP information) and that "the category is clausal rather than lexical":
In other words, one cannot make a convincing case that the TAMP inflections, on nominals inflected for verbalizing case, are controlled by those on the verb, since an equally plausible account is that both verb and nominals simply reflect, in parallel, the clausal semantics of tense, aspect and mood. (2003: 223) Discussing the same phenomenon, Corbett confirms that the argument as to whether we have agreement in TAMP should run parallel to that concerning the assignment of case to (the elements within) a noun phrase. Assuming we adopt the constituency approach to syntax, "if one believes that tense, aspect, mood an polarity are features of the clause, then marking of these features unusually on items other than on the verb is symmetrical marking and hence not (canonical) agreement " (2006: 139) .
Two further arguments corroborate this conclusion. First and more importantly, Evans (1995: 163-164) states that it is possible to omit the main verb in constructions involving verbalizing case. He remarks that this is also allowed with some normal cases, but is more frequent with verbalizing cases. He interprets this as "being due to the rich semantics of verbal [izing] cases, which often allows the main verb action to be inferred." An example is (Evans 1995: 164): (10) ngada dathin-kiiwa-thu ngilirr-iiwa-thu 1SG.NOM that-V.ALL-POT cave-V.ALL-POT 'I will go to that cave.'
If such instances were to be analysed as agreement of the verbalized elements in TAMP, there is no controller with which the elements could arguably agree. Second, while the categories of tense, aspect, mood, and polarity could plausibly function as features of agreement, the fact that elements bearing verbalizing case can also carry the same nominalization marker (which appears at the same locus as TAMP) as the verb, raises the question of what feature that would be. My conclusion is that the best analysis of multiple TAMP inflection on elements bearing verbalizing case in Kayardild is indeed to regard it as a clausal rather than lexical category, where a particular value of TAMP is selected for the clause following a semantic choice. The multirepresentation of TAMP inflection is due to the requirement that in Kayardild TAMP has to be marked on all elements of the verbal complex, i.e. on the main verb together with all other verbalized elements (which are morphologically verbs). (Compare this to the phenomenon discussed in Section 6.3 below, where all elements within a syntactic verb phrase have to bear modal case). Hence, this realization outcome falls in category [B].
Alternatively, a case might possibly be made for analysing this phenomenon (or at least some instances of this phenomenon) as outcome [A], i.e. a feature value which is specified on the relevant elements one by one, each time with the same semantic justification. The following is an illustration of how this might be achieved. Evans (1995 and 2003) uses the term 'modal case' to refer to a "peculiar typological development in Kayardild and Lardil" (the latter also a Tangkic language; 2003: 207), where case suffixes have taken on an additional function of marking TAMP distinctions. Specifically, a subset of the regular case inflections in Kayardild can also be regarded as "tense-sensitive object markers" (Evans 2003: 209, fn. 10 ) which participate in the expression of particular TAMP meanings. When the relevant TAMP meaning is selected, the modal case has to appear on all noun phrases (and all their component elements) except for the subject noun phrase, various types of secondary predicates on the subject, nouns denoting body parts of the subject, and noun phrases displaying other semantic links with the subject (such as proprietive noun phrases denoting 'private goals', etc.) (Evans 2003: 211) .
Modal cases
Modal cases occur only when certain verbal categories are marked on the verb. The verbal categories are expressed on the verb as final inflections which attach to the verbal stem with or without further derivational suffixes (Evans 1995: 253-255 In Example (11), from Evans (2003: 207) , past tense verb inflection is used together with the modal ablative (glossed M.ABL) to express the semantic category labelled by Evans as 'prior', while in Example (12), from Evans (2003: 208) , the 'potential' verb inflection is used together with the modal proprietive (glossed M.PROP) to express futurity or ability:
The man hit the bird with brother's boomerang.'
'The man will/can hit the bird with brother's boomerang.'
This covariation of TAMP marking on verbs and noun phrases has been considered a strong candidate for an agreement analysis (see Evans 2003 , and references therein to Hale 1973 , Klokeid 1976 , and Hale 1998 on Lardil). However, a closer look at the table of correspondences reveals that all but one modal cases and some verbal TAMP categories can be re-used in different combinations to yield different semantics. Evans (2003: 210) gives the following examples: holding the modal case constant at the modal proprietive, one can vary the verb's polarity into the negative potential (expressing 'will not/cannot'), or the apprehensive (expressing 'watch out or...'), as in (13) Or, holding the verbal inflection constant at the potential, one can vary the modal case into the modal locative (expressing 'was able to', i.e. using the modal locative to 'locate', in actual modality, the ability denoted by the verbal potential inflection):
The man was able to hit the bird yesterday.'
In my view, the fact that the covariation is not fixed, but instead the inflections can (to some extent) be mixed and matched to achieve different meanings for the clauseeach meaning expressing a particular value of TAMP -should preclude it from being analysed as agreement. As the alternative, Evans (2003: 209 fn. 10, 219-221) considers analysing the phenomenon as government of the noun phrases' case by the verbal inflection. This is prompted by the fact that the verbal inflections and the corresponding modal case inflections are not isomorphic, and by the investigation of the diachrony of this phenomenon: the current constructions originate from 'oblique constructions', i.e. subordinate clauses under certain conditions, where case was distributed over the clause under government. Problems with this analysis are the following: again, we do not find the expected fixed correspondence between the verbal categories and modal cases, instead, the selected combination of the categories depends on semantics; also, as observed by Evans, "we would need to relax our definition of government so that it is not seen as stemming just from lexical properties of the governor [...], but can also stem from inflectional values " (2003: 220) . Furthermore, Evans is reluctant to allow the notion of government to be 'parallel' in the sense of the governor governing the same value of modal case on a number of different noun phrases (e.g. object, time phrase, location, utilitive); indeed, it is not clear whether such an extended domain could be considered a domain of the operation even of non-canonical government. Weighing the options of analysing the phenomenon as agreement versus government Evans (2003: 221) concludes that, even though the construction appears to be a hybrid between the two, it is easier to see it as the latter by opening the notion of government to allow it to be assigned by inflectional values (e.g. tense) rather than just lexical features (e.g. case frame). Although without a theory of canonical government it is difficult to assess fully the option of analysing modal case in Kayardild as government, a yet different analysis appears to be plausible. Namely, as was already pointed out earlier, it is widely accepted that tense, aspect, mood, and polarity are features of the clause, with a value of TAMP normally selected for the clause rather than for an individual element in the clause.
Tense, aspect, mood, and polarity are typically morphosemantic features, whose values correlate with different meanings and are dictated by semantic choice. Cross-linguistically, TAMP categories are frequently complex, combining values of the different features (e.g. tense plus aspect, or tense plus aspect plus mood, etc.) into portmanteaux, or distributing the available marking over the verbal complex in a 'non-compositional' way (as in periphrastic expressions of TAMP, see e.g. Blevins forthcoming for a recent overview and discussion; and Popova 2010 for a discussion of periphrastic TAMP in Bulgarian). It would not be unusual to claim that the TAMP category in Kayardild was expressed in a complex way, i.e. that two different markers were needed to express one TAMP value, one marker coming from the set of verbal suffixes, and another -from the set of modal cases. Since TAMP is a feature of the clause, and since Kayardild has an evident tendency to mark feature values multiply ("on all words over which they have semantic or syntactic scope", Evans 2003: 103), here we once again see the selected value marked on more than one element in the clause in Kayardild.
Therefore, I suggest that the multirepresentation of the modal case component of the TAMP marking in Kayardild is due to the semantic choice of the particular TAMP value for the clause, and to the requirement that in Kayardild TAMP has to be marked on all elements of the syntactic verb phrase (that is, all elements within the syntactic verb phrase have to bear modal case). Hence, this realization outcome also falls in category [B].
Summary
I have argued that a feature recognized through inflectional morphology is 'relevant to syntax' when it is involved in either syntactic agreement or government. In many familiar languages the feature of tense encodes regular semantic distinctions and is an unquestionable inflectional category. However, it is not required by syntax through the mechanisms of either agreement or government: syntax is not sensitive to the tense value of the verb. Therefore, the familiar instances of the feature 'tense' are morphosemantic, but not morphosyntactic.
In Kayardild, an extreme case-stacking language, the selection of TAMP values is similarly driven by semantic choice. The multirepresentation of the TAMP value in a clause or an informational unit (such as a verbal group/complex) is due to the fact that Kayardild marks feature values on all relevant elements. This conclusion is consistent with the widely held view that tense, aspect, mood, and polarity are features of the clause, rather than being selected for individual lexical items. Since TAMP in Kayardild are not features of agreement or government, they are not morphosyntactic features in this language. Therefore, as long as we do not find a genuine instance of tense affixes participating in agreement or government, affixal tense is better analysed as operating at the interface of morphology and semantics rather than morphology and syntax.
